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Following are the requisite statements under 37 C.F.R. § 41 .37: 

I. Real Parties in Interest 

Marshall A. Sloo is the sole inventor of the claimed invention. No assignment has 
been executed, and thus Marshall A. Sloo is the real party in interest. 

II. Related Appeals and Interferences 

No related appeals or interferences are known to the Appellant which may directly 
affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in the pending 
appeal. 

III. Status of Claims 

This application was filed on February 26, 1999, with 16 claims, of which claim 1 
was independent. A first Office Action was mailed on September 25, 2001, rejecting 
claims 1-16 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 
6,043,813 to Stickney, in view of Official Notice taken by the Examiner. In response, a first 
amendment was filed wherein claim 1 was amended in order to highlight differences 
between the present invention and the prior art cited. In the first amendment, supporting 
arguments were made, the Official Notice was traversed, and applicant requested proof 
of the Official Notice. Additionally, four (4) new claims, claims 17-20, were added, with 
claims 17 and 20 being independent. 
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A second Office Action was mailed on March 12,2002, rejecting claims 1-20 under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,065,000 to Jensen, in 
view of Official Notice taken by the Examiner. The second Office action was made final. 
In response, a request for reconsideration was filed wherein arguments were made 
highlighting differences in the claims and the prior art cited. In the request for 
reconsideration, the Official Notice was again traversed and Applicant again requested 
proof of the Official Notice. 

An advisory action was mailed on May 22, 2002, responding to arguments regarding 
claims 1 , 2, and 6-1 0. No mention was made of claims 3-5 and 1 1 -20. In response, a first 
Notice of Appeal was mailed on July 12, 2002. A first appeal brief was mailed on 
September 6, 2002, hereby incorporated into the present appeal brief by reference. 

A third Office Action was issued February 3, 2003, thereby reopening prosecution 
and rejecting claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, citing language that 
was in the claims as originally filed and not previously mentioned. In a telephonic interview 
conducted on February 12, 2003, the Examiner agreed to file an Examiner's amendment 
and issue a notice of allowance as no other grounds for rejection existed. Over the course 
of the next three months, the Examiner delayed and finally recanted. Therefore, on May 
2, 2003, Appellant was forced to file a second amendment in order to overcome the § 1 1 2 
rejections. 

A fourth Office Action was issued October 7, 2003 rejecting claims 1-20 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,510,978 to Colgan, in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 6,173,284 to Brown and statements by the Examiner of what is well 
known in the art. In response, a second appeal brief was submitted and reinstatement of 
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the appeal was requested, wherein the second appeal brief is hereby incorporated into the 
present appeal brief by reference. 

A fifth Office Action was issued May 19, 2004, thereby reopening prosecution and 
rejecting claims 1-8,11,17, and 1 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Scott Maier, Long Arm of Law is Going Online, Seattle Post-Intelligencer, August 6, 
1996, at A1 , in view of Carlos Campos, 911 Steps Up to Computer-Aided Dispatch, The 
Atlanta Journal-Constitution, April 10, 1996, at 1J. Claims 9, 10, 12-16, 19, and 20 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maier in view of 
Campos and Colgan, U.S. Patent No. 5,510,978. In response, an amendment was filed 
August 12, 2004, amending claims 1, 7, 8, 17, and 18 to more clearly distinguish the 
invention from the prior art. 

A final Office Action was issued November 24, 2004, rejecting claims 1-8, 11, 17, 
and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maier in view of Campos. 
Claims 9, 10, 12-16, 19, and 20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maier in view of Campos and Colgan, U.S. Patent No. 5,510,978. In 
response, a Notice of Appeal was filed February 24, 2004 and reinstatement of the appeal 
is hereby requested. 

Claims 1-20 are currently pending and the rejections of these claims are appealed. 

IV. Status of Amendments 

No amendments have been filed subsequent to final rejection. 
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V. Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The invention of claim 1 is a computer-based method of collecting and processing 
incidents observed by witnesses. The method comprises receiving into a computer system 
an incident report directly from a witness who observed an incident committed by an 
offender (page 4, lines 4-17; Fig. 2), and prompting the witness to provide certain types 
of information about the incident (page 4, line 18-page 5, line 3; Fig. 2). The method 
further comprises selecting an authority to whom the incident report should be sent, 
wherein the authority is selected based at least in part on information provided by the 
witness and wherein the authority is automatically selected by the computer system based 
on information entered into the incident report by the witness (page 6, line 25-page 7, line 
9; Fig. 2), and sending the incident report to the authority so that the authority can respond 
to the incident report (page 7, lines 10-16; Fig. 2). 

Claim 5 depends from claim 4, which depends from claim 1 . The invention of claim 
5 involves receiving additional identification information identifying the offender and adding 
the additional identification information to the incident report (page 5, lines 12-19; page 
6, lines 1 5-1 9), the additional information being obtained by searching files accessible by 
the computer system based on the identification information entered by the witness (page 
5, line 20-page 6, line 14). 

Claim 6 depends from claim 5. According to claim 6, the additional information is 
obtained by receiving the additional information from the authority based on the information 
entered by the witness (page 7, lines 21-29). 
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Claim 7 depends from claim 1 , and recites that the authority is an agency selected 
from the group consisting of a local police department, a local prosecutors office, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Central Intelligence Agency. (Page 6, lines 25-30). 

Claim 8 also depends from claim 1, and recites that the authority is a 
governmental agency rather than an individual agent representing the agency. (Page 6, 
lines 25-30). 

Claim 15 is part of a chain of dependent claims ultimately depending from 
claim 1. The invention of claim 15 involves receiving incident reports from a plurality of 
different witnesses in the computer system, storing the incident reports in a searchable 
database (page 4, line 30-page 5, line 3), permitting persons to access the searchable 
database to view the incident reports (page 8, line 20-pag 9, line 2), receiving additional 
incident information from the persons that access the searchable database and adding the 
additional incident information to the incident reports to assist the authorities (page 8, line 
20-page 9, line 2), and sending the additional identification information to the witness 
(page 8, line 20-page 9, line 2). 

Claim 1 6 depends from claim 1 5, and includes the step of prompting the witness to 
update the incident report based on the additional identification information. (Page 8, line 
20-page 9, line 2). 

The invention of claim 17 is a computer-based method of collecting and processing 
incidents observed by witnesses. The method comprises receiving into a computer system 
an incident report directly from a witness who observed an incident committed by an 
offender (page 4, lines 4-17; Fig. 2), prompting the witness to enter certain types of 
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information about the incident into the computer system, the information including 
identification information identifying the offender (page 4, line 18-page 5, line 3; Fig. 2), 
selecting an authority to whom the incident report should be sent, wherein the authority is 
selected based at least in part on information entered by the witness and wherein the 
authority is selected by the computer system based on information entered into the incident 
report by the witness (page 6, line 25-page 7, line 9; Fig. 2), and sending the incident 
report to the authority so that the authority can respond to the incident report (page 7, lines 
10-16; Fig. 2). 

Claim 18 depends from claim 17, and recites that the authority is a governmental 
agency rather than an individual agent representing the agency. (Page 6, lines 25-30). 

The invention of claim 20 is a computer-based method of collecting and processing 
incidents observed by witnesses. The method comprises receiving into a computer system 
an incident report directly from a witness who observed an incident committed by an 
offender, wherein the witness does not know to whom the incident report should be sent 
(page 4, lines 4-17; page 6, line 31-page 7, line 9) and prompting the witness to enter 
certain types of information about the incident into the computer system, the information 
including identification information identifying the offender (page 4, line 1 8-page 5, line 3). 
The method further comprises selecting an authority to whom the incident report should 
be sent, wherein the authority is selected by the computer system based at least in part on 
information entered by the witness (page 6, line 25-page 7, line 9), sending the incident 
report to the authority so that the authority can respond to the incident report (page 7, lines 
10-16), receiving an action report from the authority explaining what action was taken in 
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response to the incident report, and storing the action report in a searchable database 
(page 8, lines 3-11). 

Thus, it will be appreciated that the present invention's field of endeavor relates to 
a method of receiving incident reports provided by witnesses, selecting an appropriate 
authority based on information in the incident reports, and sending the incident reports to 
the appropriate authority so that they may be acted upon in an efficient and more 
convenient manner than is provided for by the prior art. 

Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

1. Claims 1 and 17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maier in view of Campos. 

2. Claims 5 and 6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maier in view of Campos. 

3. Claims 7, 8, and 18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maier in view of Campos. 

4. Claims 15 and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maier in view of Campos and Colgan, U.S. Patent No. 
5,510,978. 

5. Claim 20 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Maier in view of Campos and Colgan, U.S. Patent No. 5,510,978. 
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VI. Arguments 

A. Summary of Maier Reference 

Maier is a brief article reporting on how various police departments use the Internet 
to fight crime and locate suspects. The article gives little detail about the particular 
programs or web sites, but does mention that "[o]n the Internet, citizens anonymously 
report drug dealers to the cyberpolice, check out crime in their neighborhoods, calculate 
their risk of being murdered and communicate directly with the chief of police." (Maier, 
page 1). The article further explains that some such systems provide information about 
police logs, including crimes that have been committed, and are used to facilitate 
communications among police officers themselves. (Id., page 2). The article further 
explains that "most law-enforcement Internet efforts are aimed at opening communications 
with the public," and that one system allows citizens to file complaints and crime reports 
online. (Id., page 3). 

Importantly, Maier only discloses systems that enable communications between 
citizens and a police department, essentially replacing the previous methods of hand- 
writing a crime report or calling the police department with an electronic system for doing 
the same. 

B. Summary of Campos Reference 

Campos is also a brief article and discloses a computer-aided dispatch (CAD) 
system implemented as part of a 91 1 system. The CAD system assists 91 1 call takers by 
allowing them to enter call information into a computer rather than hand-writing it on a card. 
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(Campos, page 1 ). Once the information is entered into a computer, "that information is 
electronically sent to a master computer, and then dispatched into a police officer's cruiser, 
a firefighter's truck or a paramedic's ambulance, depending on the nature of the call." (Id.). 

Importantly, the CAD system disclosed in Campos requires at least two people to 
operate: a call-taker and a dispatcher. "Call-takers enter into the computers such 
information as the type of call (police, fire or medical) ..." wherein the "information is then 
processed by a dispatcher, who quickly decides what type of response is appropriate for 
the incident." (Id.) Thus, the CAD system does not remove the need for human workers, 
but merely facilitates the recording and communication of information between the human 
workers. 

The CAD system further tracks on-duty police officers and firefighters by maintaining 
a list officers and their status on a computer. For example, "it may show that a beat officer 
is eating lunch or already answering a call. In that event, the nearest officer would be sent 
instead." (Id., pages 1-2). 

C. Summary of Colgan Reference 

Colgan discloses a computer system for assisting a community police officer (CPO) 
in implementing a community policing program. (Colgan, abstract). The computer system 
replaced the previous system of using a loose-leaf notebook, referred to as a "beatbook," 
wherein the beatbook was used by the officer, who would update various forms in the 
beatbook relating to the officer's communication with members of the community and the 
officer's supervisors, problems encountered, information gathered, and plans to address 
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problems. (Id., col. 2, lines 21-40; col. 6, lines 20-32; fig. 10). Thus, the computer system 
stores supervisor comments and allows the officer to view the comments electronically (id. , 
col. 7, lines 25-37; Fig. 3) and provides various electronic tools for documentation, 
investigation, and resources (id., col. 7, line 55 - col. 8, line 25; Fig. 4). 

The system enables the officer to view crime reports lodged by citizens. (Id., col. 
16, lines 10-24). The system allows the officer to search the reports by various types of 
criteria, such as date, time of date, location, type of crime, type of victim, type of 
perpetrator, etc. (Id., col. 16, lines 25-55). It should be noted that the crime reports are 
generated according to a traditional procedure that "almost every police department will 
have." (Id., col. 16, line 13). 

The system also includes a tool for generating a report useful to assist the officer 
in investigations. (Id., col. 17, lines 31-50). The system enables the officer to choose 
information that will appear in the reports, such as information collected by the 
documentation, investigation, and resource tools. (Id.) It should be noted that this report 
is generated by the system and for the officer, to "assist the [officer] in his investigative 
function." (Id., col. 17, lines 32-33). 

D. Summary of Arguments 

Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner's rejections should not be 

sustained because: 

1 . The Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 1,17, 
and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), to establish the requisite prima facie 
case of obviousness by citing a combination of references that 
teaches or suggests all of the claim limitations. 
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2. The Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 5 and 
6 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a), to establish the requisite prima facie case 
of obviousness by citing a combination of references that teaches or 
suggests all of the claim limitations. 



3. The Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 7, 8, 
and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), to establish the requisite prima facie 
case of obviousness by citing a combination of references that 
teaches or suggests all of the claim limitations. 



4. The Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 15 
and 16under35 U.S.C. § 103(a), to establish the requisite prima fa cie 
case of obviousness by citing a combination of references that 
teaches or suggests all of the claim limitations. 



E. Legal Discussion of Obviousness 

In rejecting claims under § 103(a), it is incumbent upon the Examiner to establish 
a factual basis to support the legal conclusion of obviousness. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 
1073 (Fed. Cir. 1988). In so doing, the Examiner must make the factual determinations 
set forth in Graham v. John Deere, 383 U.S. 1, 17-18(1966). The Examiner has the initial 
burden of presenting a prima facie case of unpatentability, whether based on prior art or 
any other ground. In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445 (Fed. Cir. 1992). "If the PTO fails 
to meet this burden, then the applicant is entitled to the patent." In re Glaug, 283 F.3d 
1 335, 1 338 (Fed. Cir. 2002). If the Examiner satisfies the burden of establishing a prima 
facie case of obviousness, the burden shifts to the applicant to overcome the prima facie 
case with argument and/or evidence. In re Kumar, 418 F.3d 1 361 , 1 366 (Fed. Cir. 2005). 
"When rebuttal evidence is provided, the prima facie case dissolves, and the decision is 
made on the entirety of the evidence." Id. 
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In KSR I 'nt'l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., No. 04-1350, 2007 WL 1237837, 82 USPQ2d 1385 
(S. Ct. April 30, 2007), the Supreme Court reaffirmed that the Graham factors continue to 
define the inquiry controlling the obviousness determination. KSR, 2007 WL 1237837 at 
*7. The four Graham factors are (1 ) determining the scope and content of the prior art; (2) 
ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue; (3) resolving the 
level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art; and (4) evaluating secondary consideration 
evidence, such as commercial success, long felt but unsolved needs, failure of others, etc. 
Graham, 383 U.S. at 17-18. 

Deputy Commissioner Focarino noted the reaffirmation of Graham and set forth 
other principles that govern the PTO's obviousness determination following KSR in her May 
3, 2007, Memorandum to the Technology Center Directors ("Focarino Memorandum") for 
the present time. These are the principles that must now be met in order for an Examiner 
to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Inventions generally rely upon previously known "building blocks" and will of 
necessity be combinations of what is already known. KSR, 2007 WL 1237837 at *14. 
Thus, "a patent composed of several elements is not proved obvious merely by 
demonstrating that each of its elements, was, independently, known in the prior art." Id. 

Under KSR, in order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness based upon a 
combination of prior art elements, an Examiner must identify a reason that would have 
prompted a person of ordinary skill in the relevant field to combine the prior art elements 
in the claimed manner. KSR, 2007 WL 1237837 at *14; Focarino Memo at 2. Mere 
conclusory statements cannot sustain an obviousness rejection; there must be "some 
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articulated reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of 

obviousness." In re Kahn, 441 F.3d 977, 988 (Fed. Cir. 2006), cited with approval in KSR, 

2007 WL 1237837 at*13. 

Taking into account the interrelated teachings of the prior art references; the effects 

of the demands known to the design community or marketplace; and the background 

knowledge possessed by a person having ordinary skill in the art, the Examiner should 

determine "whether there was an apparent reason to combine the known elements in the 

fashion claimed by the patent at issue. To facilitate review, this analysis should be made 

explicit." KSR, 2007 WL 1237837 at *13; Focarino Memo at 2. 

Therefore, in formulating a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based upon 
a combination of prior art elements, it remains necessary to identify the 
reason why a person of ordinary skill in the art would have combined the 
prior art elements in the manner claimed. 

Focarino Memo at 2. 

KSR did not alter the requirement that in order to establish a prima facie case of 

obviousness, the prior art references when combined must teach or suggest all the claim 

limitations. KSR, 2007 WL 1237837 at *14 (addressing obviousness based on all 

elements of claim); In re Royka, 490 F.3d 981 , 985 (CCPA 1974) (obviousness rejection 

reversed where references taken all together were still missing essential limitation of 

claimed invention); Ex parte Kalliokulju, 2007 WL 1378833 at *3 (Bd. Pat. App. & Interf. 

May 1 0, 2007) (Not Written for Publication) ("Because we find the combination of Chen and 

Maggenti fails to teach or suggest all the limitations recited in the claim, we agree with 

Appellants that the Examiner has failed to meet the burden of presenting a prima facie 

case of obviousness."); MPEP § 2143.03. 
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Moreover, all words in the claim must be given effect in assessing the patentability 
of the invention over the prior art. MPEP § 2143.03; In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1 579, 1 582 (Fed. 
Cir. 1994) ("The Patent and Trademark Office (PTO) must consider all claim limitations 
when determining patentability of an invention over the prior art."); Ex parte Petersen, 228 
USPQ 216, 217 (Bd. Pat. App. 1985) ("It is axiomatic that not only must claims be given 
their broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification but also all 
limitations must be considered."); Ex parte Scarpa, 2003 WL 25283769 at *3 (Bd. Pat. App. 
& Interf. Feb. 10, 2003) (Not Written for Publication) ("When evaluating claims for 
obviousness under § 103(a), all of the limitations recited therein must be considered and 
given weight, even those which do not find support in the specification as originally filed. 
See MPEP § 2143.03.") 



F. The Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 1,17, 
and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Maier in view of Campos, to 
establish the requisite prima facie case of obviousness by citing a 
combination of references that teaches or suggests the claim limitation 
selecting an authority to whom the incident report should be sent, 
wherein the authority is selected based at least in part on information 
provided by the witness and wherein the authority is automatically 
selected by the computer system based on information entered into the 
incident report by the witness. 



The Examiner concedes that Maier does not disclose the recited language, but 

argues that Campos discloses it. (Office Action dated November 24, 2004, page 7). In 

particular, the Examiner asserts that 

Campos discloses a new computer-aided dispatch system (CAD) allows the 
call-takers enter incident data on a computer screen, that information is 
electronically sent to a master computer, and then dispatched into a police 
officer's cruiser, a firefighter's truck or a paramedic's ambulance, depending 
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on the nature of the call. Thus, the master computer dispatched the incident 
information into a police officer's cruiser, a firefighter's truck or a paramedic's 
ambulance, depending on the nature of the call, i.e. the master computer 
selects authority (a police officer's cruiser, a firefighter's truck or a 
paramedic's ambulance) to send the incident information. In Campos, a 
dispatcher decides what type of response is appropriate for the incident, the 
master computer is the one who selects authority and sends the incident 
information to the selected authority. Moreover, Campos also teaches the 
CAD system is the ability to keep track of on-duty police officer's and 
firefighter's through the computer, a list on a computer shows the status of 
each officer, computer selects the nearest officer to send the incident 
information in case an officer is answering a call or eating lunch (see page 
2). Therefore, Campos does teach the authority is automatically selected by 
the computer system. (Id., pages 2-3). 

Appellant respectfully disagrees. The assertion that "the master computer is the one 
who selects the authority" is patently incorrect. Campos does not teach that a computer 
selects an authority, but merely states that "information is electronically sent to a master 
computer, and then dispatched into a police officer's cruiser, a firefighter's truck or a 
paramedic's ambulance, depending on the nature of the call." Campos further explains 
how the information is dispatched: "The information is then processed by a dispatcher, who 
quickly decides what type of response is appropriate for the incident." Thus, the system 
of Campos involves two people: a call-taker who receives the call and electronically 
submits the type of cal! such as police, fire or medical, and a dispatcher, who dispatches 
an officer, an ambulance, etc. 

The Examiner's explanation that the dispatcher merely "decides what type of 
response is appropriate for the incident" is not supported by the article itself and is in 
contention with the plain meaning of the term "dispatcher." The dictionary defines 
"dispatch" as "to send off or away (as to a special destination) with promptness or speed 
often as a matter of official business." (Webster's Third New International Dictionary 
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653 (1 993)). Furthermore, "dispatcher" is defined as "one that receives information about 
crimes and transmits it by radio to police patrols." {Id.). Therefore, the Examiner's 
assertion that the dispatcher merely "decides what type of response is appropriate for the 
incident" is contrary to the teachings of the article itself as well as the plain meaning of the 
term. 

Furthermore, while Campos discloses that the computer keeps track of on-duty 
police officers and firefighters, it clearly does not disclose that the computer selects a 
police officer or firefighter to dispatch. Rather, Campos teaches that a "list on the 
computer shows the status of each officer," and simply that "the nearest officer would be 
sent." (Emphasis added). Note that the computer does not use the status of each officer, 
but rather shows it. Clearly the list is shown to the dispatcher, who "decides what type of 
response is appropriate" by selecting an officer to send to the scene. 

As explained above in subsection "B," the system disclosed in Campos is 
fundamentally different than the invention of claims 1,17, and 20 in that the system of 
Campos merely assists human 91 1 workers by allowing call takers to record information 
electronically (as opposed to writing the information on cards) and communicate the 
information electronically to dispatchers (as opposed to physically taking the cards to the 
dispatchers). Campos does not contemplate the much more robust functionality of the 
invention of claims 1,17, and 20, including a computer system that receives information 
directly from a witness and, based on that information, automatically selects an authority 
and sends the information to the authority. 

In view of the foregoing discussion it is clear that in interpreting the prior art 
references the Examiner is guided by impermissible hindsight vision afforded by the 
Page 19 of 32 



application invention and is forcing Campos to teach something that it does not. The 
combination of Maier and Campos does not teach or suggest all the limitations of claims 
1,17, and 20, therefore the rejection of those claims cannot be sustained. 

G. The Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 5 and 
6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Maier in view of Campos, to establish 
the requisite prima facie case of obviousness by citing a combination 
of references that teaches or suggests the claim limitations of (1) the 
additional information being obtained by searching files accessible by 
the computer system based on the identification information entered 
by the witness and (2) the additional information being obtained by 
receiving the additional information from the authority based on the 
information entered by the witness. 

Claims 5 and 6 depend indirectly from claim 1 , therefore the arguments set forth 
above in relation to claim 1 also apply to claims 5 and 6. The Examiner has further failed 
to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to claims 5 and 6 because each 
of those claims includes additional limitations that are not taught or suggested by the prior 
art. For example, the prior art references of record do not teach or suggest the step of 
"receiving additional identification information identifying the offender and adding the 
additional identification information to the incident report" (as claimed in intermediate claim 
4), wherein the additional information is obtained by "searching files accessible by the 
computer system based on the identification information entered by the witness" (as 
claimed in claim 5) or "receiving the additional information from the authority based on the 
information entered by the witness" (as claimed in claim 6). 

The Examiner concedes that neither Campos nor Maier discloses the limitations of 
claims 5 and 6, but argues that 
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it is well known in the art to receive additional information about the offender 
by searching the computer system or receiving from the authority. For 
example, a police officer can obtain more information about the offender by 
searching the computer database or receives from the other resource such 
as individuals, groups of influence in the community organizations, etc. . . . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include the feature above in Maier modified 
by Campos for the purpose of providing more information about the offender 
in order to quickly solve ongoing crimes. (Office Action dated November 24, 
2004, pages 8-9). 

Appellant respectfully disagrees. The computer-based method of claims 5 and 6 
does not simply "receive additional information about the offender," but, among other 
things, receives an incident report "directly from a witness" and adds additional information 
to the report "identifying the offender," wherein the additional information is gathered by 
searching files or is received from the authority. Therefore, the computer system 
supplements information received directly from the witness with additional information 
about the offender and automatically selects an authority based on the information 
supplied by the witness. This combination is clearly not taught or suggested by the prior 
art references of record, nor is it well known in the art. 
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H. The Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 7, 8, 
and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Maier in view of Campos, to 
establish the requisite prima facie case of obviousness by citing a 
combination of references that teaches or suggests the claim 
limitations of (1) the authority is an agency selected from the group 
consisting of a local police department, a local prosecutors office, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Central Intelligence Agency 
and (2) the authority is a government agency rather than an individual 
agent representing the agency. 



Claims 7, 8, and 1 8 depend directly from claims 1 and 1 7, therefore the arguments 
set forth above in relation to claims 1 and 17 also apply to claims 7, 8, and 18. The 
Examiner has further failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to 
claims 7, 8, and 18 because each of those claims includes additional limitations that are 
not taught or suggested by the prior art. For example, the prior art does not teach or 
suggest the steps of selecting a particular agency, as recited in claim 7, or an agency 
rather than an individual, as recited in claims 8 and 18. 

Again, the Examiner concedes that neither Campos nor Maier disclose the 

limitations of claims 7, 8, and 18, but argues that 

transmitting an incident report depends on the type and how serious of the 
incident to the selected agency from different agencies such as a local police 
department, a local prosecutor's office, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
the Central Intelligence Agency, a government agency, is well known in the 
art of handling the crime incidents in the United States of America. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include the feature above in Maier 
modified by Campos for the purpose of providing more efficiency in solving 
ongoing crimes. (Office Action of November 24, 2004, page 9). 

Appellant respectfully disagrees. The claimed invention involves a computer-based 

method including the step of "selecting an authority . . . wherein the authority is 

automatically selected by the computer system based on information entered into the 
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incident report by the witness." Therefore, even assuming that "transmitting an incident 
report depends on the type and how serious of the incident ... is well known" as the 
Examiner asserts, it certainly is not well known to automatically select such an authority 
based on a report entered directly by a witness. The latter step involves, among other 
things, programming a computer to both determine the appropriate authority based on the 
report, and automatically sending the report to that authority. 

Furthermore, even assuming that Campos does disclose a computer that 
automatically selects an officer or vehicle from a group of officers or vehicles (as the 
Examiner argues), that is quite a different proposition than selecting an authority. The 
system disclosed in Campos clearly relies on human input (from the call-taker and the 
dispatcher) to determine the type of call (police, fire or medical) and to "decide what type 
of response is appropriate for the incident." The inventions of claims 7, 8, and 1 8 are much 
more robust in that they automatically select an authority, not just a particular officer or 
vehicle, to whom the incident report must be sent. 

I. The Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 15 and 
1 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) over Maier in view of Campos, to establish 
the requisite prima facie case of obviousness by citing a combination 
of references that teaches or suggests the claim limitations of (1) 
sending the additional identification information to the witness and (2) 
prompting the witness to update the incident report based on the 
additional identification information. 

Claims 1 5 and 1 6 depend indirectly from claim 1 , therefore the arguments set forth 
above in relation to claim 1 also apply to claims 15 and 16. The Examiner has further 
failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to claims 15 and 16 
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because each of those claims includes additional limitations that are not taught or 

suggested by the prior art. 

The Examiner again concedes that none of the prior art references of record 

disclose the limitations of claims 1 5 and 1 6, but argues that 

contacting the witness to receiving more information about the offender is 
well known, moreover, conventional electronic message allows people to 
send and receive messages over the computer network. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the feature above with Maier modified by 
Campos and Colgan for the purpose of allowing the witness to receive and 
update information in order to assist the authority to solve crimes. (Office 
Action dated November 24, 2004, page 11). 

Appellant respectfully disagrees. Even assuming that the broad concept of 
contacting a witness to receive additional information is well known, the invention of claims 
1 5 and 1 6 comprises several elements the combination of which most certainly is not well 
known in the art. The computer-based method of the invention of claims 15 and 16 
involves the steps of, among other things, receiving into a computer system an incident 
report directly from a witness, automatically selecting an authority to which the report is 
sent, permitting persons to view all incident reports, receiving additional information from 
the persons, and sending the additional information to the witness. 

It should be noted that these steps are implemented as part of a single computer- 
based method, therefore, such steps are not only integrated into a single process, but are 
implemented by a computer and therefore are performed automatically. This clearly 
presents a distinct advance in the art which, according to the Examiner's assertion, relied 
in the past on "conventional electronic messages" such as e-mail. 



Page 24 of 32 



J. Conclusion 

The Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejection of claims 1,17, and 20 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) to establish the requisite prima facie case of obviousness by citing a 
reference or combination of references that teach or suggest the claim limitation "selecting 
an authority to whom the incident report should be sent, wherein the authority is selected 
based at least in part on information provided by the witness and wherein the authority is 
automatically selected by the computer system based on information entered into the 
incident report by the witness." 

Furthermore, the Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 5 and 
6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), to establish the requisite prima facie case of obviousness by 
citing a combination of references that teaches or suggests the claim limitations of "the 
additional information being obtained by searching files accessible by the computer system 
based on the identification information entered by the witness" and "the additional 
information being obtained by receiving the additional information from the authority based 
on the information entered by the witness." 

Furthermore, the Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 7, 8, 
and 1 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a), to establish the requisite prima facie case of obviousness 
by citing a reference or combination of references that teaches or suggests the claim 
limitations of "the authority is an agency selected from the group consisting of a local police 
department, a local prosecutors office, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Central 
Intelligence Agency" and "the authority is a government agency rather than an individual 
agent representing the agency." 
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Finally, the Examiner has failed, with regard to the rejections of claims 15 and 16 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), to establish the requisite prima facie case of obviousness by 
citing a reference or combination of references that teaches or suggests the claim 
limitations of "sending the additional identification information to the witness" and 
"prompting the witness to update the incident report based on the additional identification 
information." 

Accordingly, reversal of the Examiner's rejections is proper, and such favorable 
action is solicited. 



By 



Respectfully submitted, 




Thomas B. Luebbering, Reg. No. 37,874 

HOVEY WILLIAMS LLP 

2405 Grand Boulevard, Suite 400 

Kansas City MO 64108 

(816)474-9050 
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VII. Appendix 



1. A computer-based method of collecting and processing incidents 
observed by witnesses comprising the steps of: 

receiving into a computer system an incident report directly from a witness 

who observed an incident committed by an offender; 
prompting the witness to provide certain types of information about the 

incident; 

selecting an authority to whom the incident report should be sent, wherein 
the authority is selected based at least in part on information provided 
by the witness and wherein the authority is automatically selected by 
the computer system based on information entered into the incident 
report by the witness; and 

sending the incident report to the authority so that the authority can respond 
to the incident report. 



2. The method as set forth in claim 1 , the incident being selected from the 
group consisting of a criminal act, a legal violation, a sale of a defective product, and a 
rendering of unsatisfactory service. 



3. The method as set forth in claim 1 , further including the step of prompting 
the witness to enter into the incident report identification information identifying the 
offender. 

Page 27 of 32 



4. The method as set forth in claim 1 , further including the step of receiving 
additional identification information identifying the offender and adding the additional 
identification information to the incident report. 

5. The method as set forth in claim 4, the additional information being 
obtained by searching files accessible by the computer system based on the identification 
information entered by the witness. 

6. The method as set forth in claim 4, the additional information being 
obtained by receiving the additional information from the authority based on the information 
entered by the witness. 

7. The method as set forth in claim 1, wherein the authority is an agency 
selected from the group consisting of a local police department, a local prosecutors office, 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Central Intelligence Agency. 

8. The method as set forth in claim 1, wherein the authority is a 
governmental agency rather than an individual agent representing the agency. 

9. The method as set forth in claim 1 , further including the step of receiving 
into the computer system an action report from the authority explaining the action the 
authority took in response to the incident report. 
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1 0. The method as set forth in claim 9, further including the step of storing 
the action report along with the incident report in a file accessible by the computer system. 

1 1 . The method as set forth in claim 1 , wherein the incident reports from a 
plurality of different witnesses are received in the computer system. 

1 2. The method as set forth in claim 1 1 , further including the step of storing 
the incident reports in a searchable database. 

13. The method as set forth in claim 12, further including the step of 
permitting persons to access the searchable database to view the incident reports. 

14. The method as set forth in claim 13, further including the step of 
receiving additional incident information from the persons that access the searchable 
database and adding the additional incident information to the incident reports to assist the 
authorities. 

1 5. The method as set forth in claim 14, further including the step of sending 
the additional identification information to the witness. 

16. The method as set forth in claim 15, further including the step of 
prompting the witness to update the incident report based on the additional identification 
information. 
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17. A computer-based method of collecting and processing incidents 
observed by witnesses comprising the steps of: 

receiving into a computer system an incident report directly from a witness 
who observed an incident committed by an offender; 

prompting the witness to enter certain types of information about the incident 
into the computer system, the information including identification 
information identifying the offender; 

selecting an authority to whom the incident report should be sent, wherein 
the authority is selected based at least in part on information entered 
by the witness and wherein the authority is selected by the computer 
system based on information entered into the incident report by the 
witness; and 

sending the incident report to the authority so that the authority can respond 
to the incident report. 

18. The method as set forth in claim 17, wherein the authority is a 
governmental agency rather than an individual agent representing the agency. 

19. The method as set forth in claim 17, further including the steps of 
receiving an action report from the authority explaining what action was taken in response 
to the incident report and allowing the witness to view the action report. 
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20. A computer-based method of collecting and processing incidents 
observed by witnesses comprising the steps of: 

receiving into a computer system an incident report directly from a witness 

who observed an incident committed by an offender, wherein the 

witness does not know to whom the incident report should be sent; 
prompting the witness to enter certain types of information about the incident 

into the computer system, the information including identification 

information identifying the offender; 
selecting an authority to whom the incident report should be sent, wherein 

the authority is selected by the computer system based at least in part 

on information entered by the witness; 
sending the incident report to the authority so that the authority can respond 

to the incident report; 
receiving an action report from the authority explaining what action was 

taken in response to the incident report; and 
storing the action report in a searchable database. 
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VIII. Evidence Appendix 

None. 



IX. Related Proceedings Appendix 

None. 
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